
SEP 16'96 12:48 FR KLEIN ZELMAN 212 753 8101 TO 12022232085 P.03/22

lXJCKETFILE COpy ORIGINAL
Before the

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
WashiDgtODt D.C. 20554

RECE/VE,D

rSEP 16 J996

In the Matter of

Policies and Rules
Governing Interstate PaY-Per-Call
and Other Imonnation Services Pursuant to
the Telecommunications Act ofI996

In the Matter of

Policies and Rules Implementing
the Telephone Disclosure and Dispute
Resolution Act

(fOERAl COMMUNICA TI •'<, ..

OFFice: or- <!r{'R()~t\) ~()MMlSSI0N
~ <.If.; , L: AU'(

)
)
)
) CC Docket No. 96-146
)
)
)

!CC Docket No. 93-22 /
) ~

)

REPLY COMMENTS OF THE TELESERVICES INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION

Respecttblly submitted,

Joel R. Dichter
KLEIN, ZELMAN, ROTHERMEL
8t. DICRTER., L.L.P.
485 Madison Avenue
New York. NY 10022
(212) 935-6020
Attorneys for the TcleServices
Industry Association

Dated: September 16, 1996



SEP 16'96 12:48 FR KLEIN ZELMAN 212 753 8101 TO 12022232085 P.04/22

Befonthe
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

WalhiDlltoD, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of

Policies and Rules
Govemina Interstate Pay-Per-Call
and Other Information Services Pursuant to
the Telecommunications Act of 1996

In the Matter of

Policies and Rules Implementing
1hc Telephone Disclosure and Dispute
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)

REPLY COMMENTS OF THE TELESERVICES INDUSTRY ASSOClATION

The TeleServices Industry Association ('iSlA·) hereby replies to the comments

of the other parties on the Commission's Notice ofPmposed Rule Making ("NPRM") submitted

PrelimjnotY Statement

While the TSIA and other commenters support the Commission's efforts to

implement tbIl reforms ofthe Telecommunications Act of 1996 ("1996 Act''). many parties.

TSIA. included, recosnize the need for certain modifications ofthe proposed reJUlations to more

effectively implement the Commission's objectives in a manner that confOJDlS with the mandates

ofConaress. In that reaard. we will reply herein 10 comments ofAT&T and others on the
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Commission's tentative conclusion that any fonn ofrenumeration from a carrier to an

information service provider constitutes per Sf: evidence that the service must be offered

exclusively through 900 numbers (NOPR '48). Based primarily upon the comments of AT&T

and the Interactive Services Association ("ISA"), ISlA recommends that a rebuttable

presumption be established that tariffed rates, for calls tenninating into an infonnation service,

falling within a reasonable range of the dominant carriers be deemed permissible. In this

manner, the objective ofCongress ofeliminating high tariffs for infonnation services would be

fulfilled. Conversely, the proposals of the Conunission and AT&T linking the standard to

commission payments would require re-writing the statute, which neither the Commission nor

AT&T bas the power to do. Moreover, the W Z rules elimination of the aVailability of

infonnation services at standard toll rates would dis-serve the public and inhibit competition.

In addition, a number ofparties submit proposals that go well beyond the scope of

the areas on which the Commission request:!; comments. We will adchess certain of these

comm~ts con<:eming call screening data hues, secondary collections, electronic execution of

asrcemenb, and the exemption for goods and services. In general, we applaud effort.:l tluU would

make available additional information to service providers. For example, addition ofthe 900

blocking database to LIDB and ready access to calling card validation would enhance our ability

to serve the public by denying access to restricted households and deterrina fraud upon the

subscriber and service provided alik:e~ On the o1her hand, efforts to prevent electronic

transmission ofaarcemcnts. secondary collections, or billing for goods and services seek to

improperly reform the law, without the required legislation, and are issues more appropriate for

the FTC.
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The payment 01 commissions by carrien tor .timalatine
traffic pmmotcs low gost compttition and is therefore ia the pubHc interest.

It is clearly the goal ofthe Commission to promote competition among

infonnation services and among carriers to foster high quality services at low rates.

Unfortunately, as stated in our initial comments, the Commission's proposal to eliminate

commission payments between carriers and infonnation service providers would retard

competition by restricting the available dialing platforms and thus stymie the provision ofquality

low-cost services to customers. In its comments, AT&T, on the surface at least, supports this

position by notina that the Commission's objective is to prohibit camers from filing

"unjustifiably high tariffs, and then passing on a portion oftheir proceeds to an TP that

ostensively provides a ~free' information service. However, the proposal sweeps too broadly

because it would prohibit not only abusive practices, but also arrangements that arc both benign

and economically efficient." (AT&T Commen1S, p. 5). lnstead ofpromoting an alternative that

assures fair competition and eliminates ·'unjustifiably high tariff' charges, AT&T seeks adoption

of a standard that ,-,"Ould permit it continue engaging in payment ofcommissions but prohibit all

local and forctgn carriers from doing so.

In our initial tiomments, we reference the practice ofAT&T ofentering into

TSAA arrangements by virtue ofwhich commi:t3ion:t may be piUd to information service

providers or other tcle<:ommu:cications customers. AT&T recognizes that this pramce is

tbreat*J1ed by the Commission t s tentative conclusion that sueh llt1'8Dgements require use of900

numbers. Thus, AT&T fuhiolU a proposal whereby a rebuttable presumption would rePlace the
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llG[ K evidence rule. In tum. the: TSAA arnmgement would overcome the rebuttable

prc::sumption by demonstrating a. cost basis for the payment ofcommissions through the

avoidance of access charles by AT&T. In other words, because the CQrnrois$io11$ to information

providers are eost-eft"ective for AT&T, TSM arrangements should be acceptable. In contrast,

AT&T argues that local exchange carriers. CAPS and foreign carriers would 1i1cely fall within the

prohibition on payment ofcommissions. Obviously. the end result is that AT&T places imelfon

top of the mountain looking down upon the competitive carriers who are left to the valley below.

It is clear that the real concern ofAT&T has nothing to do with consumer

protecti~ but rather is an attempt to avoid what it perceives as "unusually high terminating

access rates" incurred by AT&T in certain regions (p. 7). AT&T's concern over access charges

falls well outside the scope of the NPRM and is more appropriately raised in the upcoming FCC

prooeedina on access refonn and jurisdictional separations. This proceeding should not be used

as a vehicle for AT&T to secwe a competitive advantage or to avoid payment ofa&Cess charges.

This is not to say that TSIA in any way opposes TSM arrangements. Rather, we

believe such arrangements are entirely proper, in no way are prohibited by Congress, enhance

competition both for infonnation and telecommunications services, and benefit conswners

lbrough lower mtes wf1boU1 compromising consumex protections. In fact, AT&T raises

numerous valid reasons to support payment ofcommissions by all carrim. AT&T argue! that

Wldcr TSAA urangcm=ts, the caller incun the nonnal tariffcharge, not a premium rate for

accessing information ServlCO$. Thus, TSSA ~~arrangementsdo not result in higher charges to

conaumars for infonnatioD services. All AT&T customers pay the same tariffrates fOT the same

servi~ regardless ofwhether or not those services tenninate over TSAAs." (p.6). Ofcourse. the
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same holds troe for commission payments by local exchange carriers, CAPS and other alternative

LEes. foreign PITs., COCOTs. cellular service providers and other telecommunications camers.

The ability ofconswners to access information services at normal toll or local rates is a CODswner

benefit and has not been the subject ofextensive complaints. Thus, it has not been an area for

which Congress has seen fit to enact limiting legislation. In a letter to the Commission in

connection with this mlemaking, Congressman Bart Gordon, sponsor of the mORA and the

amendments thereto in section 701 ofthe 1996 Act, specifically notes that it was not the

legislative intent to prohibit direct dial access to information services. With respect to

international services, he states that "I do not think it prudent or practical to ban the provision of

information services through the use of011 international acce5S, as there may be Issues

ooncc:miD& international treaties and laWJ that govern these international services, in light oftbc

fiu;t that there is no smchargc or premium paid by consumers for intemotional information

servi~s over 011." Similarly, there is no surcharge or premium for domestic dialed information

$!ll'Vices as well.

Thus, the proper focus of the Commission should be not on compensation or

re:a.umeration between earriers and information providers, but rather on the rates charged to the

consumers. It is the assessment ofexcessive rates to the public that Congress has addressed and

is the scope of the FCC's rnlemakini in this vroceedina. This concern may be addressed in a

manner that does not restrict competition and inhibit the availability of low cost information

services to the public.

6II~1 5
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A rebuttable presumptioD should be adopted that a thaI'2&' to a caner by • clIrrier tor
'~cell"" aD infOl'lDatioD Icrviee is IlllftUODabJe, and sabjeet to the TDDRA. if it

uoeds a maqjn .boyt the highest rate charad by tbe dominant earners for the route.

In its comments. AT&T requests the Commission to adopt a rebuttable

presumption. While the concept of a rebuttable presumption is a good one in that it properly

balances the need to prohibit conduct that is abusive to consumers with the·individual carrier's

circumstances, the AT&T proposal fails for the reasons previously discussed. In contrast, the

ISA proposes "that an interstate information service be classified as 'pay-per-call' if the cost to

call the service exceeds, by more than a~ minimjs amount. the cost ofacomparable content-

neutral call to the same location at the same time." ISA suggests that the comparative rate be

that of the "highest content-neutral rate offered by the three major IXC's" for the same route.

(lSA commeuts, p. 4). TSIA recommends that a combination of the two concepts would foster

competition, lower prices to consumers, be consistent with the intent ofCongress and do so in a

manner that confonns with the due process and free speech righta of the service provider.

In the: mDRA and the 1996 Act, Congress bas stated that chqes for access to

infonnation sl:rV'ices that arc greater than normal transport rates should fall within the definition

ofpay-per-cal1. No where does Congress state that calls for which the caller only inclD'$ normal

toll charges are to be subjected to the pay-per-eall rules. Thus, a mle aimed a1 compensation

arrangements between service providers and carriers misses the mark. It is hiah priced tariffed

services that Congress addressed in both the definition ofpay-per..c:all and in eliminating the

tariffexemption thereto. To cure the chariina ofexcessive tariffrates for information services, a

rebuttablo presumption should arise that ifthe charge to the caJler is within a reasonable range of
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the content-neutral highest tariffed rate one of the major carriers for calls to the same location at

the same time, 'then the call should not be classified as pay-per-call. Thus, the rate ofone of the

major camers becomes the benchmark rate for detenn.ining the justness and reuonableness ofa

charge to a caller for accessing an infonnation service through a non-900 nwnber. If the charge

to the caller exceeds the major carrier's rates by an unreasonable amOtmt. then a rebuttable

presumption would arise that the call is for information services and subject to the pay-pet-call

rules. Recoa:nizing that a small carrier does not have the same economies of scale as the major

carriers. a margin or raIlIC (i.e. 5o/o-1~%) deviating from the benchmarlc rate should be

detennined by the Commission based l.IpOn the Commission's expertise in reviewing and

establishing just and reasonable rates.

TSIA believes that this proposal addresses Congress's concern that tariffs not be

filed for 1he express purpose ofcharging consumers excessive rates for accessing infonnation

services. Unlike the proposals based upon payment ofcommissions, TSIA's proposal does not

require the Commission to go beyond its power by expanding the definition ofpay.per-call. The

deficiency o(ooth the Commlssion·s pm~ evidence standard and AT&T':s propoAl are that

calls for which the caller only incurs normal tarif.fed rates would be held to be pay-per~al1. This

would be rewriting th~ definition ofpay-pc:r-call; something this Commission has no power to

do. Nor :should the definition be rewritten.. TDDRA is not meant to be an anti-competition Act,

but rather consumer protection lesidation against premium rates. It makes little sense to farce

iDfonnation services to cease offering services that are reached. for example, through Sprint's

ten-eents-per.minute rate, so that consumers can obtain the same information through a 900

service where the charie is more than one dollar per minute due to the high charges to providers

"""''''-UaOJ 7
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by the carrier's providing 900 service. TSIA's proposed rebuttable presumption properly

balanceg con.swner protection with the promotion of competition.

3.

The rules ad replatlonl of the Commission ImplemcntiDg the
TOUM and 1296 Act must be content-DeulDL

To the CKtent the parties suggest that steps be taken to prohibit services based

upon the content oftbe service, such proposals nan afoul ofthe First Amendment. (see comments

ofthe Alliance ofYoung Families - an apparently sham organization probably fanned by an

information service provider to promote its own self-interest in a shameful manner). Similarly,

to the extent cmiers seek authority to disconnect services, in their own discretion. such proposals

run afoul Ofthe basic procedural due process rights of the service proVidets. (See conunents of

GTE - a lejit1mate carrier).

In adopting regulations, the government may only adopt a scheme for regulating

spccc;h whioh ~nstitutes ''the least restrictivc means to further the articulated interest." .5Ab1;

Communications ofCaljfnmia JDe. y. Federal CommtmiqatiODB Commission. 492 U.S. lIS

(1989); ACLU v. Bmn, 929 F.Supp. 824 (E.D.PA., June 11, 1996). Moreover, "the government

bears the heavy burden ofdemonstrating that the compelling state intere$t cannot be served by

rettrictiom that are less in1rUSive On protective forms ofe~res.sion." Clllin Communications.

Inc. v Fadml Communications Commission 749 F.2d 113. 121 (2d CU. 1984). With regard to

regulations, "the government must show a fit between the legislatules ends and the means chosen

to accomplish that ends." Board ofIrustees ofState University pfNp York v. Fox. 492. U.S.

8
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469 (1988). Any action not in conformance with these standards results in an unconstitutional

action in violation ofthe First Amendment.

Thus. re2Ulations inhibiting the manner of speech ofinfonnation providers that

.are not applicable to non-infonnation providers would, absent compelling reasons and a lack of

less restrictive methods, rise to the level ofa content-based infringement on free speech. Yet,

some commentators seek to limit all information service applications to 900 service or to impose

restrictions on information providers without any review of less restrictive alternatives or the

legislature's ends.

For example, the carriers own services would be afforded special. exemptions.

The 1996 Acts eliminated barriers to the proVision by BOCs of, among other things, electroni~

publishing and telemessaging. In a recent Noticc ofPmposed Rulemalsio&. Docket 96-152. this

Commission recognized that '1he provision by the BOC5 of such interLATA infonnation

services offers the prospect of fostering vigorous compct:i.tion ZIDlong providers ofsuch services.

Because: of the Wliquc uRts BOCspo~ BOCs can offer a widely recognized brand name

that is usociated with telecommunication services. the benefits of 'one-stop shoppins'. and other

&dvantap' ofvertical integration." (NPRM, Docket 96-152, released July 18. 1996. 16). BOCa

would be free to offer their infonnation services over intra and interLATAs. Revenues for

message units or toll cbarjes by ea11ers to access the services support the cost ofoperation ofthe

information service. Similarly. BOCs utilize 800 service to take orders for electronic

publishing. Electronic publishing is defined as the dissemination, provision, publication or sale

to an unaffiliated entity or person ofanyone or more of the following: news (includina sports);

entertainment (other than interactive games) ; and similar infonnation. In contrast, the • K

6f119CllOJZ6.56IJOl 9



SEP 16'96 12:51 FR KLEIN ZELMAN 212 753 8101 TO 12022232085 P. 15/22

rule: would restrict infonnation services use of POTS lines, and thereby the free s;peech ofnon­

BOC information providers.

Moreover, commenters efforts to restrict electronic transmission ofaareements or

to restrict issuance ofcalling cards would chill use of such mechanisms to seminate information.

Thus, before adopting any suggestion that restricts the manner of speet;h, either directly or

indirectly through economic sanctions. the Commission would have to demonstrate that there are

no less restrictive methods for providing consumer protections.

GTE seeks broader authority to terminate services to information services. Any

action by the Conunission or carrier to tenninate service to an information provider based upon

some S So rule or carrier interpretation of law, without an opportunity to cure the alleged wrong

or for a hearin& would violate the Fifth Amendment due process rights of the service providCl'S.

Freedman Y. MarylancL 380 U.S. 51 (1965). At a minimum, the carrier that believes a service

provider is violating Commissions rei\llations must, prior to ceasing provision of services,

provide written notice well in advance oftermiDation, be subject to judicial third-party RVicw by

the Commission or other neutral body, the burden ofproofofa violation must reside with the

ewer and a procedure mUlt provide for prompt judicial or third-party re:vicw. Absent these

safquan'b, the terIninAtion ofinformation service programs by a carrier would ourtail expression

PlOtected by the First Amond:ment and run afoul ofthe Freedman test for the SuppzessiOD of

speech. Ofcour~ the eommon carrier has the duty to provide service on a non-discriminatary.

coDteut-neutra1 baais. The National Associatjon BmadMS y. Eederal Comm1micatiQD5

Commissjont 740 F2d 1190 (D.C. Cir. 1984). Accordingly, in reviewing each and every

proposal. TSIA respectfully requests the Commission to properly balance the objective of the

6flllOGll\n6-!6u01 10
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rcplation with the potential impact on free speech. In go doing, the COlIlII1ission must detennine

whether there is a less restrictive manner for restricting the speech ofservice providers and. ifso,

must pursue the alternative method.

4.

IDfona,doD services should bave fuB aad timely aeeess to
LroD IDd HNA. The utah•• should be WInded to include 900 bioddule

Southwestern Bell asks the Commission to amend its roles to "explicitly provide

that the Information Provider ("IP'1 must validate an end user's calling card tbrough the Local

Exchange Carrier's ("LEes") Line Information Database ("LIDBj before the IP can assess

charges to the calling card." (Comments ofSouthwestem Bell, p. 1). TSIA supports this

recommendation of Southwestern Bell. However, to ensure that the provision is not used in an

anti-competitive fashion or to stymie free speech. the complimentary requirement is that the

LEes provide clearinghouses and information services with full, real-time and non-

discriminatory access to LIDB and Billing Name and Address ("BNA").

Southwestem Boll further states that the "amended rolei Rhould also require~

ttue called number (800 or 900J to be entered for validation, thU9 allowing LIDB to check for

800 or 900 blocking. These two changes win result in fewer customer complaints and fewer

unauihori2ed charges." (p.2). We agree with the sentiment. but note a deficiency in

Southwestern Bell's statements. Namely, LEes fail to share with information services the

database with respect to their customers that have requested blocking for 900 number access.

11
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The availability ofbloclcing infonnation would address most ofthe perceived concerns

surrounding aceeJlS to information services over non-900 numbers. Timely and economic.al

access to 900 blockine information. provided through a separate line item in LIDS, would enable

information services to screen out calls from households that have requested pay-per-ca11 and

information services blocking. This would be true whether the call was made over 800 or other

non-900 number. (See Pilgrim Telephone, Inc.'s Comments, p.44). By affording infonnation

services real-time access to blocking databases, it will provide SUbscribers with a greatly

enhanced ability to control the delivery and subsequent billing of the services. In the event an

infonnation service failed to check the database, and the customer had requested blocking, then

the charge could be properly written-offand secondary collection activities prohibited.

Consumer protection would be strengthened by inclusion of the 900 blocking database in LIDB.

mIA

SiJnilady, the provision of real-time access to the LEes BNA databases would

mabIe infonnation services to verify subscriber information for the purpose ofassisting in

determining ifthe caller is authorized to enter into a subscription agreement that would result in

oharges appearing on tho monthly telephone bill. For example, a check could be petfonned to

match the BNA for the ANI ofthe ea1lina party with information obtained directly &om the

callerby the infonmrtion service. AddreSJI verification is an integral part ofthe Visa, Master

Card and American Express authentication process. It has proven to be extremely successful in

controlline unauthorized use ofcredit cards. However, currently, information service provider or

billini clearinghouse requests for BNA from LEes are not fulfilled until it is too late to be of

much assistance. It often takes up to six months to receive a response to a request for the BNA

6Ii99Ol6'1»-S6III& 12
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matching a telephone number. The requirement that LECg respond to requests for BNA either

real-time or. at least. within seven days would afford infonnalion services the ability to utilize

BNA to control unauthorized and fraudulent use oftheir services.

In swn, the availability ofLIDB, including the 900 blocking data for all carriers,

and BNA to information services in a real-time, cost-effective and non-discriminatory basis

would enable infonnation providers not only to screen calling cards but presubscription and other

arrangements as well.

s.

Art1fIctaI restrictions OD the maDDer In wlliell information services
conduct operaUo.I would IIDdllly interfere with the ability of the
Jpdnmx to condug le&Ufmate and notlla) bUlfDess opentionl.

In their zest to close any and all conceivable loopholes or methods ofproviding

information senicQ, !lome of the conunent~would prohibit infoIIIl.ltion service providers from

even carryina out aetivitic:5 specifically permitted by the TDORA. Other proposals that would

place artificial prohibitions on the use ofelectronic transmission ofap'Clemtmt:s, $e(lond.ary

collections and billing for non-information goods and services :fail to properly balance the desire

to foster valuable infonnation services with adequate consumer protectiom. Accordingly, any

sugestions that would overreach or restrict nonnal business activities sanctioned by Congress

must be rejected by the Commission.

SecondarY CQUedto..

One party suggests that the Commission should "circumscribe secondary

collection activities." (Comments ofPacific Bell and Nevada Bell, p. 5). In adopting the

13
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mDRA, CongresS specifically provided infonnation service providers with. the right to pursue

collection of properly assessed charges. In so doing, Congress set up an extensive statutory

scheme for handling billing disputes. The authority for adopting regulations eov~rnini billina

disputes was assigned by Congress to the Federal Trade Commission. Adding to its other

deficiencies. the request ofPacific Bell has been made in the wroni forum. Pacific Bell suiaests

that certain FCC administrative procedures be exhausted prior to pursuing secondary collection

activities. The roles implemented by the FTC set forth a nwnber ofsteps that must be

undertaken prior to pursuing secondary collection activities. Customers are afforded the right to

withhold payment pending review ofthe billing inquiry. (Sec 16 CFR Part §308.7(g)). The FTC

also adopted restrictions on credit reportina and retaliatory actions. (§§308.7(i), (m)).

IffoJlowing the extensive dispute resolution mechanism, the charge is fOUlld to be

properly levied and therefore sustained, then secondary collection is appropriate. To the extent

Pacific. Bell receives inquires from consumers due to collection actiVities, it would most likely

stem from £he lag in receipt ofc.barge back and uncoUec;tible detail from the LEe by the5~"

provider. It is common for an LEe to pess back an Wlpaid charge to the servi~ provider that

emanate8 from II. caU placed six to eighteen montha earlier. After a year has passed, the caller is

likely to deny any knowledge of the Ql1levfJr bema made and consequently notify the carrier of

'the collection activity. Under the FTC regulations, a caller has 60 days to dispute a charge.

(§308.7(b». Ifcarriers held callen to the 60 day period provided by law~ then timely collection

ofpl'Operly billed calls would be able to proceed. Due to the timeliness ofthe request for

payment. the subscriber would more likely be able to recall. or investigate. the circumstances

surroundini the call to the information service. Thus, Pacific Bell has an avenue to ameliorate its

14
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concerns through conforming its course ofconduct with applicable law. TSIA requests the

Commission to direct LECs and IXCs to confonn their practices with the provisions ofthe

FTC's reaulations.

The proposal ofPacific Bell to limit secondary collections would be redundant to

the protections afforded to consumers by the FTC. In contrast, the proposal ofPacific Bell that

an IP show compliance with the Commission's roles prior to pursuing rightful collection

activities would add nothing and fails to even indicate to whom such a showing would be made.

Accordingly, the proposal ofPacific Bell should be denied.

Electroatc TraPlmjlsioo gfAmemcOts

Pacific Bell would also have the Commission prohibit transmission of

presubscription agreements through electronic means. (p. 1). Thus, Pacific Bell would seeJc to

elimina1e a method provided by Congress. Congress s~itica11y permits transmission of

~tsthrough e::lectronic meam (47 U.S.C. 228(c)(7»). As Mel correctly Dotes, the::

agreeme::nt to be transmitted electronically must meet the: same standarcb as the agreement

provided by mail or through any other means. Accordingly, Mer concludes that additional

safeguards are not aMCW. (p.4).

Recognizing that the Jaw authori2es electronic transmission, Paciftc Bell next

suuests that ifelectronic transmission is permitted then there should be a lO-day la8 prior to the

provi5i.oD ofservice. This provision would do at least as much harm to the customer as to the

provider. It wonld require an artificial delay for provision ofthe information requested by the

customer. As such, it would clearly inhibit the free flow of information and unduly and

needlessly restrict the provision ofinformation service. In our impatient society, the service

IS
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provider would have to exPlain that federal regulations prohibit the timely provision ofthe

requested information. This is an example of the proposed protection causing more harm to he

consumer than good.

The intent ofCongress in requiring a written agreement is to ensure that the

customer has all ofthe information necessary to be an informed consumer. Electronic

transmission ofthe tenns ofservice will assist, not hinder, the customer in receiving the details

ofthe prembscription arrangement in a rapid and efficient manner. This should be considered

beneficial to consumers and not an evil to be over-regulAted Out ofeXistence. Therefore, no

additioual regulation is warranted.

Good. and SeryI,A

The 1996 Act provides that a written agreemmt is not required "for any~base

ofgoods or ofscrvi~that are not information services". (§701(a)(1)(c». A number of

commcmters raise concern over the exception and seek to limit its scope. In so doinS, the parties

seek to reform the legislation. It is ofcourse the obliption of the FCC to implement the statute

:u passed by Congress and not to change its provisions. Conps$, for its part, directed the FCC

to "revise its regulations to comply with the amendment" and not to alter or restrict the

provisions as enacted by Congress. (Section 701(a)(2) of the 1996 Act).

More importaDtly. the proposals are not in the public's interest For example, the

National Association ofAttorneys General ('"NAAGj requests that the provision be limited to

''transactions which do not involve charges being billed to a telephone subscriber's phone bill".

(NAAG Comments, p.9). Although it states that "legitimate businesses would not be implWted,"

the opposite is true. Such a broad prohibition would prohibit telephone billing for everything

"'090I6726-!6uD1 16



SEP 16'96 12:53 FR KLEIN ZELMAN 212 753 8101 TO 12022232085 P.22/22

from Internet access to voice storage and retrieval as well as other enhanced services. While this

may not be the intent ofNAAO. it would be the end result ofadopting regulations that have not

been fully explored or well thouaht throuah. TSIA recommends that the proposal ofNMG and

other parties limiting the exception for goods and services be denied as not being in compliance

with the dictates ofCongress and contrary to the public interest.

CONCLUSroN

Based on the foregoing, TSIA respectfully requests the Commission to adopt the

recommendations herein and in our initial comments. TSLA reaffirms its gratitude to the

Commission for the opportunity to submit these reply comments.

Dmcd: New York, New York
September 16, 1996

Rcspcctfiilly submitted,

TELESERVICES INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION

By:
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